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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-7, 9-17, 20-26 and 28-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. The specification fails to mention the "first threshold" and "second 
threshold". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 2-7, 20-25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Admitted Prior Art in view of Cannon (US Patent No. 3, 778, 787) and TAKAHASHI (US 
Patent Pub. No. 2002/0008928). 
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Regarding Claims 1 and 21, Admitted Prior Art teaches a method/medium for storing 
data by positioning a write head over a moving storage medium and providing a write current to 
the write head, the method comprising: 

Detecting a writing error (Page 2, Lines 1-10. Admitted Prior Art 
recognizes that errors such as off-track errors during a write operation are 
detected.); 

Suspending the write current in response to the writing error (Page 2, Lines 
1-10); 

Repositioning data that would have been stored during the suspending of the 
write current (Page 2, Lines 10-12); 

Selectively supplying the write current to re-write mis-recorded data if the 
span of the writing error is less than the first threshold wherein the first 
threshold is based on the span and capability of error correction information 
to recover the mis-recorded data (Page 2, LineslO-12 and Lines 14-16. 
Admitted Prior Art teaches that the device rewrites the data. It is known in 
the art, in order for that event to occur, the medium has to supply with a 
write current to the write head.). 
Admitted Prior Art fails to teach that it suspends the write current while allowing the storage 
medium to continue moving. However, this feature is well known in the art as disclosed by 
Cannon, wherein it teaches a tape medium that when an error is detected the medium is able to 
stop recording while keeping the medium in motion (Pat. No. 3, 778, 787; Col. 3, Lines 27-37). 
It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was 
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made, to modify Admitted Prior Art's invention in order for the medium to control the signals 
being recorded (Pat. No. 3, 778, 787; Col. 3, Lines 15-20). Cannon and Admitted Prior Art fail to 
teach wherein measuring the length of the error and correcting the error if it is less than a given 
threshold. However, this feature is well known in the art as disclosed by TAKAHASHI, wherein 
it teaches the steps of measuring the length of the error and correct it if it falls in less than a 
given threshold and supplying a write current if the error is less than a span and capability of the 
error correction and to supply the write current to reposition and re-write the mis-recorded data if 
the span of the writing error is between the first and second threshold (US Patent Pub. 
2002/0008928, [0143]. TAKAHASHI teaches that if the error is less than 20 bytes, then it can 
be corrected utilizing an on the fly correction method, if the errors are larger than X bytes, other 
methods, such as software correction and automatic sector substitution process are used. See 
[0141]-[0177]. TAKAHASHI teaches that if the errors in the sector cannot be repaired eve if the 
sector has been rewritten, then the error is considered not being able to be repaired and the 
procedure is ended. TAKAHASHI teaches that if the errors fail to be corrected using on the fly 
or ECC, then the are large enough that cannot be recorded (Hence, it is obvious to an artisan that 
the errors are larger than a predetermined number (e. g. second threshold), making the apparatus 
fail to record the information. See [0171]).). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to modify Cannon and Admitted Prior Art's 
invention in order to adequately locate and correct errors (US Patent Pub. 2002/0008928, 
Abstract). 

Regarding Claim 2, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 1. Admitted Prior Art also teach comparing data written to the data read 
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from the media (Page 2, Lines 1-10. Admitted Prior Art recognizes that errors such as off-track 
errors during a write operation are detected. It is known in the art that in order for the medium to 
detect an error, a comparison has to be done in that process.) and repositioning of the data if any 
error occurs during a writing operation (Page 2, Lines 10-12). Admitted Prior Art fails to teach 
wherein the errors are compared to a threshold based on encoded error correction. However, this 
feature is well known in the art as disclosed by TAKAHASHI, wherein it teaches a comparison 
done between the between counted error with an threshold based on error correction code (also 
called error correction information) (Pat. Pub No. 2002/0008928; Fig. 4B). It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to modify 
Admitted Prior Art's invention in order for the medium to be able to make a comparison in order 
for the medium to correct the errors that may have occurred (Pat. Pub No. 2002/0008928; See 
Abstract). 

Regarding Claim 3, Admitted Prior Art and Cannon teach all the limitations of Claim 1. 
Admitted Prior Art also teach comparing data written to the data read from the media (Page 2, 
Lines 1-10. Admitted Prior Art recognizes that errors such as off-track errors during a write 
operation are detected. It is known in the art that in order for the medium to detect an error, a 
comparison has to be done in that process.) and repositioning of the data if any error occurs 
during a writing operation (Page 2, Lines 10-12. Admitted Prior Art teaches that if an actual 
error occurs, the medium repositions and writes the stored data. It is known that if the data is 
repositioned, the medium performs retry operations and repositions and records if the errors 
cannot be corrected.). Admitted Prior Art fails to teach wherein the errors are compared to a 
threshold based on encoded error correction. However, this feature is well known in the art as 
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disclosed by TAKAHASHI, wherein it teaches a comparison done between the between counted 
error with an threshold based on error correction code (also called error correction information) 
(Pat. Pub No. 2002/0008928; Fig. 4B). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art, at the time the invention was made, to modify Admitted Prior Art's invention in order 
for the medium to be able to make a comparison in order for the medium to correct the errors 
that may have occurred (Pat. Pub No. 2002/0008928; See Abstract). 

Regarding Claim 4, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 1. Admitted Prior Art also teach wherein the writing error is based on the 
positioning of the write head relative to the storage medium (Page 2, Lines 1-10. Admitted Prior 
Art teaches an off-track event or tracking error.). 

Regarding Claim 5, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 4. Admitted Prior Art also teach wherein the writing error is based solely on 
the positioning of the write head relative to the storage medium (Page 2, Lines 1-10. Admitted 
Prior Art teaches an off-track event or tracking error.). 

Regarding Claim 6, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 1. Admitted Prior Art also teach indicating a writing error based on the 
write head positioning information (Page 2, Lines 1-10. Admitted Prior Art teaches that the 
medium detects when it if off-track in order to prevent overwriting (It is known in that the 
writing operation is done by the write head.).). 

Regarding Claim 7, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 1. Cannon also teach that the medium is a tape (Pat. No. 3, 778, 787; See 
Fig. 3). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
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invention was made, to modify Admitted Prior Art's invention in order for the medium to control 
the signals being recorded (Pat. No. 3, 778, 787; Col. 3, Lines 15-20). 

Regarding Claim 30 and 31, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 1 1 . TAKAHASHI further teaches wherein the second threshold is based on 
the span and capacity of the storage medium (Pat. Pub. No. 2002/0008928; [0141]-[0172].). It 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was 
made, to modify Admitted Prior Art's invention in order for the medium to be able to make a 
comparison in order for the medium to correct the errors that may have occurred (Pat. Pub No. 
2002/0008928; See Abstract). 

Regarding Claim 22, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 21. Admitted Prior Art also teach comparing data written to the data read 
from the media (Page 2, Lines 1-10. Admitted Prior Art recognizes that errors such as off-track 
errors during a write operation are detected. It is known in the art that in order for the medium to 
detect an error, a comparison has to be done in that process.) and repositioning of the data if any 
error occurs during a writing operation (Page 2, Lines 10-12). Admitted Prior Art fails to teach 
wherein the instruction for indicating a error when the data exceed a threshold. However, this 
feature is well known in the art as disclosed by TAKAHASHI, wherein it teaches a comparison 
done between the between counted error with an threshold (also called error correction 
information) (Pat. Pub. No. 2002/0008928; See Abstract. TAKAHASHI teaches that it generates 
an error if the comparator finds an error in the data being compared.). It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to modify 
Admitted Prior Art's invention in order for the medium to be able to make a comparison in order 
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for the medium to correct the errors that may have occurred (Pat. Pub No. 2002/0008928; See 
Abstract). 

Regarding Claim 23, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 21. Admitted Prior Art also teach comparing data written to the data read 
from the media (Page 2, Lines 1-10. Admitted Prior Art recognizes that errors such as off-track 
errors during a write operation are detected. It is known in the art that in order for the medium to 
detect an error, a comparison has to be done in that process.) and repositioning of the data if any 
error occurs during a writing operation (Page 2, Lines 10-12. Admitted Prior Art teaches that if 
an actual error occurs, the medium repositions and writes the stored data. It is known that if the 
data is repositioned, the medium performs retry operations and repositions and records if the 
errors cannot be corrected.). Admitted Prior Art fails to teach wherein the instruction for 
indicating a error when the data exceed a threshold. However, this feature is well known in the 
art as disclosed by TAKAHASHI, wherein it teaches a comparison done between the between 
counted error with an threshold (also called error correction information) (Pat. Pub. No. 
2002/0008928; See Abstract. TAKAHASHI teaches that it generates an error if the comparator 
finds an error in the data being compared.). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to modify Admitted Prior Art's invention in 
order for the medium to be able to make a comparison in order for the medium to correct the 
errors that may have occurred (Pat. Pub No. 2002/0008928; See Abstract). 

Regarding Claim 24, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 21. Admitted Prior Art also teach wherein the instructions of indicating a 
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writing error is based on the positioning of the write head relative to the storage medium (Page 2, 
Lines 1-10. Admitted Prior Art teaches an off-track event or tracking error.). 

Regarding Claim 25, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 24. Admitted Prior Art also teach wherein the instructions of indicating a 
writing error is based solely on the positioning of the write head relative to the storage medium 
(Page 2, Lines 1-10. Admitted Prior Art teaches an off-track event or tracking error.). 

Regarding Claim 26, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 21. Admitted Prior Art also teach instructions for indicating a writing error 
based on the write head positioning information (Page 2, Lines 1-10. Admitted Prior Art 
teaches that the medium detects when it if off-track in order to prevent overwriting (It is known 
in that the writing operation is done by the write head.).). 
Claims 1 1, 13, 14, 15 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takashi 
et al. (US Patent No. 6, 519, 715) in view of Cannon (US Patent No. 3, 778, 787), Admitted Prior 
Art, TAKAHASHI and Ide et al. (US Patent No. 6, 327, 1 12). 

Regarding Claim 1 1, Takashi et ai. teaches a system for storing data on a moving storage 
medium, the system comprising: 

A servo position control for positioning a read/write head relative to the 
storage medium and providing a tracking signal indicative of read/write 
head position relative to tracking information on the storage medium (Pat. 
No. 6, 519, 715; Col. 1, Lines 41-50. Takashi et al, teach a servo controller 
that is able to position the head according to the servo information that is 
supplied.); 
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And a processor for grouping data to be stored on the storage medium, 
adding write pass information, and encoding error correction and detection 
information in the data, and selectively supplying a write signal to the 
read/write head to store the data on the storage medium (Col. 1, Lines 51- 
67); 

Takashi et al. fail to teach wherein the processor suspends the write signal in response to 
detection of a writing error. However, this feature is well known in the art as disclosed by Ide et 
al., wherein it teaches that when an error is detected, the processor commands to stop the 
recording operation (Pat. No. 6, 327, 112; Col. 4, Lines 10-13). Takashi et al. and Ide et al. fail 
to teach the medium to be rotating even if the write signal is suspended, repositioning the 
medium and supplying a write signal once the head has been repositioned. This feature is well 
known in the art as disclosed by Admitted Prior Art, wherein it teaches the suspending of the 
write current in response to the writing error (Page 2, Lines 1-10); repositioning the data that 
would have been stored (Page 2, Lines 10-12); supplying a write current to store the repositioned 
data on the moving storage medium (Page 2, LineslO-12 and Lines 14-16. Admitted Prior Art 
teaches that the device rewrites the data. It is known in the art, in order for that event to occur, 
the medium has to supply with a write current to the write head.). Takashi et al., Ide et al., and 
Admitted Prior Art fail to teach that it suspends the write current while allowing the storage 
medium to continue moving. However, this feature is well known in the art as disclosed by 
Cannon, wherein it teaches a tape medium that when an error is detected the medium is able to 
stop recording while keeping the medium in motion (Pat. No. 3, 778, 787; Col. 3, Lines 27-37). 
It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was 
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made, to modify Admitted Prior Art's invention in order for the medium to control the signals 
being recorded (Pat. No. 3, 778, 787; Col. 3, Lines 15-20). Cannon and Admitted Prior Art fail 
to teach wherein measuring the length of the error and correcting the error if it is less than a 
given threshold. However, this feature is well known in the art as disclosed by TAKAHASHI, 
wherein it teaches the steps of measuring the length of the error and correct it if it falls in less 
than a given threshold and supplying a write current if the error is less than a span and capability 
of the error correction and to supply the write current to reposition and re-write the mis-recorded 
data if the span of the writing error is between the first and second threshold (US Patent Pub. 
2002/0008928, [0143]. TAKAHASHI teaches that if the error is less than 20 bytes, then it can 
be corrected utilizing an on the fly correction method, if the errors are larger than X bytes, other 
methods, such as software correction and automatic sector substitution process are used. See 
[0141]-[0177]. TAKAHASHI teaches that if the errors in the sector cannot be repaired eve if the 
sector has been rewritten, then the error is considered not being able to be repaired and the 
procedure is ended. TAKAHASHI teaches that if the errors fail to be corrected using on the fly 
or ECC, then the are large enough that cannot be recorded (Hence, it is obvious to an artisan that 
the errors are larger than a predetermined number (e. g. second threshold), making the apparatus 
fail to record the information. See [0171]).). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to modify Cannon and Admitted Prior Art's 
invention in order to adequately locate and correct errors (US Patent Pub. 2002/0008928, 
Abstract). 

Regarding Claim 13, Takashi et al., Cannon, Admitted Prior Art, TAKAHASHI and Ide 
et al. teach all the limitations of Claim 11. Admitted Prior Art also teach wherein the writing 



Application/Control Number: 10/044,773 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2651 

error is based on the positioning of the write head relative to the storage medium (Page 2, Lines 
1-10. Admitted Prior Art teaches an off-track event or tracking error.). 

Regarding Claim 14, Takashi et al., Cannon, Admitted Prior Art, TAKAHASHI and Ide 
et al. teach all the limitations of Claim 13. Admitted Prior Art also teach wherein the writing 
error is based solely on the positioning of the write head relative to the storage medium (Page 2, 
Lines 1-10. Admitted Prior Art teaches an off-track event or tracking error.). 

Regarding Claim 15, Takashi et al., Cannon, Admitted Prior Art, TAKAHASHI and Ide 
et al. teach all the limitations of Claim 11. Admitted Prior Art also teach wherein positioning of 
the write head relative to the storage medium is detected based on a comparison of data written 
to, and read from, the storage medium (Page 2, Lines 1-10. Admitted Prior Art teaches that the 
medium detects when it if off-track in order to prevent overwriting (It is known in that the 
writing operation is done by the write head.). Admitted Prior Art teaches an off-track event or 
tracking error (It is known in the art, that in order for off-track event to be detected, a comparison 
has to be performed.).). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to modify Takahashi et al.'s invention in order to improve the 
performance in the system (Page 2, Lines 14-16). 

Regarding Claim 20, Takashi et al., Cannon, Admitted Prior Art, TAKAHASHI and Ide 
et al. teach all the limitations of Claim 11. TAKAHASHI fiirther teaches wherein the second 
threshold is based on the span and capacity of the storage medium (Pat. Pub. No. 2002/0008928; 
[0141]-[0172].). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time 
the invention was made, to modify Admitted Prior Art's invention in order for the medium to be 
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able to make a comparison in order for the medium to correct the errors that may have occurred 
(Pat. Pub No. 2002/0008928; See Abstract). 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takahashi et al., 
Admitted Prior Art, Cannon (US Patent No. 3, 778, 787), TAKAHASHI and Ide et al. (US Patent 
No. 6, 327, 112) as applied to claims 11 above, and further in view of Ichihara et al. (US Patent 
Publication No. 2002/0101674). Takahashi et al., Admitted Prior Art, Cannon, and Ide et al. 
teach all the limitations of Claim 11. Takahashi et al., Admitted Prior Art, Cannon, and Ide et al. 
fail to teach wherein the processor compares with a threshold based on a error correction 
information. However, this feature is well known in the art as disclosed by Ichihara et al., 
wherein it teaches a processor that compares and detects errors (Pat. Pub. No. 2002/0101674; 
[0006]). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to modify Takahashi et al.'s invention in order for the medium to correct 
the errors with high accuracy (Pat. Pub. No. 2002/0101674; [0013]). 

Claims 9, 10, 28 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Admitted 
Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI as applied to claims 1 and 21, respectively above, and 
further in view of Ikeda (US Patent No. 5, 905, 532). 

Regarding Claim 9, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 1. Admitted Prior Art and Cannon fail to teach wherein formatting data for 
writing by grouping data into sub-blocks, adding sub-block sequencing information, write pass 
information, and error detection information to each sub-block of the data. However, this feature 
is well known in the art as disclosed by Ikeda, wherein it teaches a typical block of data, wherein 
it has an ID sector (This sub-block identifies the track that was recorded. It is known in the art 
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that the ID distinguishes the particular track from the rest of the tracks in a sector.), sequencing 
information (The data block has a sync sub-block.), and an error detection information (also 
known in the art as an error correction code) (Pat. No. 5, 905, 532; See Fig. IB and Col. 1, Lines 
36-40). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to modify Admitted Prior Art's invention in order to improve the 
performance in the medium. 

Regarding Claim 10, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 1. Admitted Prior Art and Cannon fail to teach distinguishing current data 
from previously written data stored on the moving storage medium. Ikeda further teach 
distinguishing current data from previously written data stored on the storage system (Ikeda 
teaches a sub-block of data wherein it has an ID sector (This sub-block identifies the track that 
was recorded. It is known in the art that the ID distinguishes the particular track from the rest of 
the tracks in a sector.)). ). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made, to modify Admitted Prior Art's invention in order to improve 
the performance in the medium. 

Regarding Claim 28, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 21. Admitted Prior Art and Cannon fail to teach instructions for formatting 
data for writing by grouping data into sub-blocks, adding sub-block sequencing information, 
write pass information, and error detection information to each sub-block of the data. However, 
this feature is well known in the art as disclosed by Ikeda, wherein it teaches a typical block of 
data, wherein it has an ID sector (This sub-block identifies the track that was recorded. It is 
known in the art that the ID distinguishes the particular track from the rest of the tracks in a 
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sector.), sequencing information (The data block has a sync sub-block.), and an error detection 
information (also known in the art as an error correction code) (Pat. No. 5, 905, 532; See Fig. IB 
and Col. 1, Lines 36-40). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made, to modify Admitted Prior Art's invention in order to improve 
the performance in the medium. 

Regarding Claim 29, Admitted Prior Art, Cannon and TAKAHASHI teach all the 
limitations of Claim 21. Admitted Prior Art and Cannon fail to teach instructions for 
distinguishing current data from previously written data stored on the moving storage medium. 
Ikeda further teach distinguishing current data from previously written data stored on the storage 
system (Ikeda teaches a sub-block of data wherein it has an ID sector (This sub-block identifies 
the track that was recorded. It is known in the art that the ID distinguishes the particular track 
from the rest of the tracks in a sector.)). ). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to modify Admitted Prior Art's invention in 
order to improve the performance in the medium. 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takashi et al. in view of 
Cannon, Admitted Prior Art, TAKAHASHI and Ide et al. as applied to claim 13 above, and 
further in view of Pirzadeh (US Patent No. 5, 771, 131). Takashi et al. in view of Cannon, 
Admitted Prior Art and Ide et al. teach all the limitations of Claim 13. Takashi et al. in view of 
Cannon, Admitted Prior Art and Ide et al. fail to teach wherein positioning of the write head 
relative to the storage medium is detected based on write head tracking information stored on the 
storage medium. However, this feature is well known in the art as disclosed by Pirzadeh, 
wherein it teaches that the position of the head towards the storage medium is controlled by the 
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servo burst information (It is known in the art that the servo burst information is used for 
adequately positioning the head while tracking data in a storage medium.) and a servo system 
(US Patent No. 5, 771, 131; Col. 12, Lines 13-18). It would have been obvious to person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to modify Takashi et al.'s invention 
in order to achieve the optimized position error signal (Pat. No. 5, 771, 131; Abstract). 
Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takashi et al., Cannon, 
Admitted Prior Art, TAKAHASHI and Ide et al. as applied to claim 1 1 above, and further in 
view of Culp (US Patent No. 4, 932, 352). Takashi et al., Cannon, TAKAHASHI and Admitted 
Prior Art and Ide et al. teach all the limitations of Claim 11. Takashi et al., Cannon, Admitted 
Prior Art and Ide et al. fail to teach wherein the storage medium comprises a magnetic tape 
having read/write head positioning information and a plurality of generally parallel data 
channels. However, this feature is well known in the art as disclosed by Culp, wherein it teaches 
a tape medium wherein it contains parallel data channels and head positioning information (Pat. 
No. 4, 932, 352; Col. 2, Lines 15-20). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify Takashi et al. in order to detect historical and present data (Pat. No. 4, 932, 352; 
Abstract). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but are moot in view 
of the new ground(s) of rejection and the arguments are to the newly amended Claims. Claims 1 
and 21 are rejected in view of Admitted Prior Art in view of Cannon and TAKAHASHI because 
TAKAHASHI further teaches the newly amended features on Claims 1 and 21. TAKAHASHI 
teaches the steps of measuring the length of the error and correct it if it falls in less than a given 
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threshold and supplying a write current if the error is less than a span and capability of the error 
correction and to supply the write current to reposition and re- write the mis-recorded data if the 
span of the writing error is between the first and second threshold (US Patent Pub. 
2002/0008928, [0143]. TAKAHASHI teaches that if the error is less than 20 bytes, then it can 
be corrected utilizing an on the fly correction method, if the errors are larger than X bytes, other 
methods, such as software correction and automatic sector substitution process are used. See 
[0141]-[0177]. TAKAHASHI teaches that if the errors in the sector cannot be repaired eve if the 
sector has been rewritten, then the error is considered not being able to be repaired and the 
procedure is ended. TAKAHASHI teaches that if the errors fail to be corrected using on the fly 
or ECC, then the are large enough that cannot be recorded (Hence, it is obvious to an artisan that 
the errors are larger than a predetermined number (e. g. second threshold), making the apparatus 
fail to record the information. See [0171]).) 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Glenda P. Rodriguez whose telephone number is (703)305-841 1. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Thursday: 7:00-5:00; alternate Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Hudspeth can be reached on (703)308-4825. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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